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The next phase of thRAS involved telephone
interviews with theremaining firms in thepayroll
processing industry. Therewere twoprimary goals
I Introduction and Background for the telephone portion of the RAS.

The Bureau ol abor Statistics (BLS) measures .
monthly job fluctuations by tabulatingemployee
counts supplied towo different statistical programs:
the Covered Employmeréind Wages Program (ES-
202), whichreceivesdata from Staté&Jnemployment °
Insurance(Ul) systems,and the CurrenEmploy-
ment Statistics (CES) ProgramEmployers submit
employee counts for Ul purposes &tate Unem-
ployment Insurance Quarterly Contributi®eports
(QCRs),and toCES by means of thBLS monthly The BLS Atlanta DataCollection Center (DCC)
Report on Employment, Payrolind Hours. Data  onquctedthe telephone interviewbetween June
for these employee counts frequently come from 54 September, 1993.Survey procedureincluded
reports associated with payroll records. Since thgne yse of advance letters, a Computer Assisted
1980s, growing numbers of payrolls have been protelephone Interview (CATI) instrument, up to eight
duced by standardizedoftware (Werking et al., attempts to reach a sampimit, and thank you

1993), either supplied by commercial payroll pro-jaiers to respondents for completed interviews.
cessing firms (PPFs) or generated for the commerma?

market by payrolsoftware developers (PSDs). The ;| Employment Definitions

quality of employmentdata in both statistical The centrafocus forthis study wasthe reporting
programs is thus increasinglubject tothe way ot employment. The BLS definition of employment
PPFs and PSDs define and calculate employment. g »the number of employees who worked during

The importance of theayroll processing indus- o received pay for the pay period including the

try came tdight in June, 199Xpllowing therelease 15 gay of the calendar month.”Correct reporting
of a much larger-than-usual adjust_ment from thedepends on a number of factors, includiogn-
1991 sample-based CEfata to theuniverse-based oty to this definition,availability of information,

ES-202 data.Research eventually attributed the 54 correct use of data.

situation to thepayroll processing industry's intro- — There are three separatemponents to the BLS

duction of |mproved reporting procedures early ingefinition of employment: methotiming, andcon-

1991 (Werking et al., 1993). In an attempbgiter  en¢  |f the reporte@mployment count is to meet

understand the overall importanaad influence of  g| 5 gefinitions for the two programs, all three

the industry on the quality @mploymentdata, BLS components must be handled correctly.

launched the PPF Response Analysis Survey (RAS).

e Themethodby which theemployment counts are
derived can vary widely, and is probably
determined by the content of thayroll system's
standard outputs. The count most consistent with
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To continue the research begun in the pilot
study, ultimately establishingr@portingprofile
for the entire industry.

To determine the magnitudend direction of
response error in the dagaroduced by the
payroll processing industryand to assess the
impact of this error onemployment data
reported to the statistical programs.

II. General Survey Plan
The PPF RAS studiethe payroll procedures and
reporting practices used lie payroll processing

industry to prepare datar Ul purposes. (Prelimi-
nary study showedhat PPFsdid not usually prepare
data for CES.) RAS results are helpingBLS to
understand the extent of the industand the
limitations of employment data prepared by it.

The PPF RAS was conducted in twaistinct
phases. The first phaseas a pilot studyand con-
sisted of personal visit interviews with tharger

the BLS definition is an unduplicated count of
individualsworking or receiving a check or other
form of payment, which prevents th#ouble
counting ofemployeesreceiving morethat one
check. However, reportersmay use counts of
active employees, employaecords,employees
who received checks, or counts of checks issued.
Most of the incorrect reporting methods tend to

firms in the payroll processing industry. These firms  overstate employment.
were known to provide services covering a substan-

tial portion ofU.S. employment. Twenty-four firms
were targeted for interviewand 21 ofthesewere

actually interviewed by personal visit.

1 The RAS was planned as a census of the entire industry. However,
the number of firms in the payroll processing industry was larger than
expected. Therefore, we selected a sample of about 250 firms.



* The time period for which employment is ment, theemployermust find andextract thefigures
reported is the second dimension. Tiag period that correspond to BLS definitions.
including the 12th of the month isonsistent For purposes othe analysisand discussionthat
with the BLS definition. Again, most incorrect follow, all results arepresented as percentages
reporting results in an overcount. Typical errorsweighted by probability of selectiéh. The resulting
include reporting a courfior the entire month, or estimates are representative of the entire industry.
reporting the total quarterlegmployment each When indicated, result®r the PPFs may be shown
month. In rarecases, undercounting results from as percentages weighted by the numbanagbloyees
using an incorrect time reference period, such asiltimately receiving services from those PPFs. The
an employment figur¢hat counts the number of weighted data illustrate theffect of these firms on
employees on a specific day of the month. reported employment countand therefore the ex-
tent to which measurement error is a problem.
NOTE: Information on the distribution of the
errorswas subject tdhe extent of thé&nowledge of
the respondentandwas difficult to verify. Insome
cases, responses weareonsistent with other data
collected. The team edited inconsistergsponses if
the data could not be verified.

» The content (i.e., who is counted) ighe third
componentand canintroduce anothetype of
response reor. This occurs if the concept of
employment for CESand Ul is msunderstood.
Content error also tends fwoduce ovesounts,
becauseaeporters are morlkely to include em-
ployees whoare notcoveredthan to exclude
covered employees. @fe threesources, content

error has the smallest impact on overall counts. A. Descriptive Profile of Industry

For purposes dhis survey, afirm providespay-
roll processingservices if it collects basic wage and
hour inputs eactpay period, issuegpay checks or
direct depositsand/or produces payroll summaries
for clients. Afirm suppliespayroll softwareif it de-
velops a software produtthat generategpay checks
or payroll summariesand sells, licenses, or leases
that product directly to clients or end users.

While these definitionsvere helpful in identify-
ing respondents, the pilot teshowedthat we can
not draw a clear linbetween PPFandPSDs. PPFs
can and dcsell, lease, or licenstheir software as
well as offer payroll processing services.alfdition,

a small number oPSDs have ventureidto payroll
processing as a business activity. These fuzzy boun-
dariesbetween groupare importanbecausehe in-
fluence ofthe industrygoes beyondhat of itsdirect
deductionsand togenerate paycheckand payroll clients. The extent dhat influence depends on the
reports. Somefirms are engaged ifoth payroll ~ purchasers or licensees of the softwarethed size,
processing and software development. The industryinformation which is beyond the scope of this study.
also includes payrobax filing services, businesses Using theabovedefinitions, we obtained data on
which accept data from clients and use those data t®216 firms? Of these, 44 provide only payroll pro-
prepare and submit payroll taxes. The tax filing ser- cessing services, 14@evelop softwareand sell,

Other variableaspects of employment reporting
relate tohow PPFsand payroll software products
present the data to the user, wsll as how the
employer useshe data made available by tR€F.
These variables clearly affettte quality ofemploy-
ment counts submitted.

IV. The Payroll Processing Industry

This section describeshe payroll processing
industry and itscontributions to monthlyemploy-
ment counts. We deal here witho types of busi-
nesses.PPFscollect information orhoursworked,
pay rates, deductions, etc. fraheir clientsand use
that information togenerate paychecksd payroll
reports. PSDswrite and sell computer software to
accept information on hours workgahy rates, and

vices donot generatemployment countsand we
excluded them as out of scope.
This report emphasizes tledfects ofthe payroll

lease, or license it, and 26 do both.
The questionnaire contained parallel setquas-
tions for PPFs and PSDs. When a firm supplied both

processing industry on employment counts compiledypes of services, we askechether thecompany's
by BLS. The relationshifpetweerthe payroll indus- ~ primary businessvas payroll processing or software
try andthose counts is not necessarily a direct onedevelopment. Tweoespondents said both aressre
Although many PPFeffer serviceghat canprovide equal in importance, while the rest placed them-
a direct input to Statemployment reports, clients Selves into one category thre other. Based on these
are notobligated to purchase those services. Payrollesponsesand toavoid confusion in looking at the

software systemsnd packages mayontain func-
tions that streamline reporting, if thieensee or pur-
chaserchooses to usthem. Anemployer who pre-
pares his oherown Ul documents may obtagfata
from a payroll report odevelopthe figuresfrom
anothersource. Even ithe data haveeen computed
correctly onthe payroll report or other souradocu-

2 \While PPFs were selected into the sample with certainty, some
firms identified as PSDs were reclassified as PPFs based on their
responses to a question on their primary activity.

Actual interview counts are 19 from the pilot test, 7 from the
pretest, and 190 from the DCC. We excluded 2 pilot study
interviews with payroll tax filing services since they were out of
scope.



effect ofthe industry oremployment, we designated We used this figure to arrive at an estimated 25 to 40
all companies as being eithePFs or PSDs, depend- million employees covered by PSD prodikts.

ing on their primary activity. For the compantast . .
said thatthey were equally payroll processors and  1aple 1. PPFs by Client Firm Employment
software developers, we separated PPF clients and Approximate number of Percent of

covered employment frorthat of software users to employees covered PPFs
avoid doublecounting the impact of these firms. 1,000 or fewer 14
However, wetabulated them in both places. As a 1.001 to 5.000 24

result, the analysis isased on 218 companies, and

K o 5,001 to 10,000 14
describes the entire industty. -
. . P . 10,001 to 50,000 17
Following these actionghe distribution by pri- 50001 to 100.000 1h
mary activity is 50 payroll processing firnand 168 106 001 ¢ 306 000 b
payroll software developers. : 9 o, 3
More than 300,000 5

1. PPF Coverage Total 100

Coverage is a measuretbe extent to which the ]
payroll processing industry influences overall em-3. Length of pay period o
ployment counts compiled by BLS. For payroll pro- ~ The length of aremployer's pay period isnpor-
cessing firms, wdooked at twodifferent indicators ~tantfor employment counts because those counts are
of coverage: the number of client firms to which a Supposed to refer tthe pay periodincluding the
PPF provides serviceand the number afmployees 12th of the month.However,thatpay periodcan be
in those client companies. In addition, for bBfpFs ~ anywhere from 7 to 31 daysng, as mosemployers
and PSDs, we looked ahe concentration of clients Pay their employees weekly, biweekly, semi-monthly,
in specific industries. or monthly. In addition, irsome companies, differ-
Number ofPPF client firms. The RAS asked €nt groups obmployeesare paid on different time
participating PPFs forthe approximate number of Schedules. One important question is whether the
client firms they supplied with payroll processing Softwarepermits the client or user @ssociate pay-
services. The majority of payroll processors each rolls and numbers ofemployeeswith specific pay
handle a small number of clients. Just under 19 peieriod dates. Table 2 shows how PRifsl PSDs
cent of PPFs havéewer than 25clients, and 52 Maintain the length of pay period information.

percent have 250 or fewer clients. Seventeen percentrgpie 2. Length of Pay Period in Payroll Software
report more than 2,500 clients, whdaly a very few

firms (3 percent) handle more than 22,000. Length of pay period indicatof ~ PercenPercent
Number of employees PF client firms. We PPFs | PSDs

estimatedthat approximately 24 millionemployees Start or end dates 16 18
arecovered by PPFs. Table 1 shawe distribution Code for length of time period 56 42
of thisemployment. Nearly 38 percent of PPFs pro- | Date and length of time periof a7 26
vide payroll services covering no motiean 5,000 Other (includes up to client) b 10
employees, whileanother 45 percent of these pro-

cessing companies cover fro$000 to 100,000 The fact that fewer than half of thesepayroll
employees. Only 1percent of PPFs genergtay- Systems only have kength ofpay periodindicator
rolls for more than 100,000 employees. rather tharspecific dates is of some concerrBioS.
2. PSD Coverage Although employers submit QCRs only oncegaar-

Coverage of payroll software was more difficult ter, theemployment count is based on a single pay
to determine. Most ahe PSDs we visited leased or period each month. If theoftware doesiot identify
licensed their software, and so had informatibout ~ start or end datefer the pay period, the properef-
their users. Th&®SDs we telephoned tended to sellerence period becomes more difficult to deterrfiine.
their software, often atetail, and did notave this
information. 4. Data Availability for Reporting Employment

The questionnairéor the telephone phase of the ~ QCR. The most important question is whether
study asked about the number of copies of a productthe softwarecan supply the PPF, the client, or the
in use instead dthe number oemployees covered. System user with the employment counts needed to
In many cases, respondents were ableeportonly
the total number o€opiesthat hadever been sold.

5 The estimate ranges are based on an average of 10 employees and
20 employees per user company. The average size of a firm in the Ul
4 several firms that provide both types of services do so in extremelyprogram is 20 employees.

unequal numbers. For example, one of the largest software firms had One possibility we did not explore is that the software may contain
recently started a payroll processing business using its own softwareno length of pay period designator. A microcomputer payroll pack-
The impact of this firm is generally through the sale of its software, age purchased for use by one company doesn't really need one, since
not through the clients for which it prepares paychecks. the user generates a payroll each pay period and knows exactly how
long the pay period is.




prepare Statand BLS forms.
answer
respondents saidhat their software produces the
specific employment counts needed fhie QCR,
with no differencebetween PPFand PSDs! The
percentage rose to 98 for PP&isd to 94for PSDs
when we asked if theystem producedny reports
that contained employee counts.

CES. During the interview weave respondents
the CES definition oemploymentandasked if they
produced a specific coutttat conforms toit. If so,
we asked PPF respondentsthft count was made
available eachpay period, which it must be if
respondents are to use the information for the CES.

Roughly 42 percent dhe respondents sattey
producedhe CES count, with ndifference between
PPFsand PSDs. Approximately 68 percent of the

For theQCR, the

Preparing Forms that Contain Employment

is encouraging. Ninety-one percent ofCounts Whether or not a PPF files its clients' payroll

taxes, many PPBnd commercial software products
have the capability to generate the Q@Rl the CES
form. The datashow striking differences between
PPFsandsoftware packages, especially tbe QCR.
While 86 percent of PPFs prepa@®CRs fortheir
clients,only 61 percent of PSDaffer the capability
in their payroll packages. Additionally, software
products are nearlywice as likely as PPFs to
producethe CES forms, although the percentage in
both cases is much lower than that for the QCR.
As pointed out earliemaking aservice or capa-
bility available doesot ensurdghatclients usat. |If
a PPF preparegbe QCR, we asked whether they did
so forall clients, or ifsome clients completed the
form themselves. (This is moot point for PSDs,

PPFs who producthe correct count also do so eachbecausahe userdecides whether amot to have the

payperiod. If the count is available fromsaftware
product, the user can generate it each pay period.

5. Services Supporting Employment Counts
PPFs providetheir clients withtwo important
types of serviceghat facilitate the submission of
employment counts on State employment report
These include filing a client's payroll taxes directl
with the State,and preparingforms that contain

employment counts. Payroll software products fromthr

PSDs may also produce government forms,they
do not offer direct tax filing services.
Filing a client's payroll taxes directlyith the

State Employers make quarterly submissions of

State payroll taxes usinthe State'sQCR. Some
PPFs use an employer's payroll to prepghe QCR
and then submit the form and associated taxes dire
ly to the State, assuming legasponsibility for the
Ul taxes. Direct filing of payroll taxesorks well if
the PPF includes employment counts thre QCRs
and uses the correct definitions for these employme
counts. If not, theffect ofthe resulting errors is a
function of the size of th®PF's clienbaseand the
number of employees who work for those clients.
Sixty-two percent of PPFs file payroll taxes for at

least some of their clients. The number of clients fo

whom they pay taxesanges from 1 to great¢han

100,000, with a median of around 100. This repre

sents slightly more¢han half of the total number of
client firms reported in thistudy. Ofthe PPFsthat

file payroll taxes, 15 percent do so for 90 percent o

more oftheir clients. At the other end of tiseale,

around 20 percent of tHePFs file taxes for amall

portion of their clients (10 percent éwer). On

average (medianRPFsthat file payroll taxes do so
for about 40 percent of their client firms.

7 On the other hand, there appears to be a difference between what . N . "
dhe decision was "up to the client.

respondents think their clients/users need for the QCR and what BL
requires for the same reports. eporting Picture/Error Profile,
below.

software generatthe form.) Of thePPFsthat file

the QCR for some clients, nearly half (49 percent) do
so forall their clients. SmalPPFs were somewhat
more likely than larg&PFs to completihe QCR for

all their clients (51 versus 39 percent).

B, Reporting Picture/Error Profile
Y1, Analysis of Measurement Errors

The consequences of measurementor in the
ee aspects oemployment reporting (method,
timing, andcontent) varywidely in severity. Seem-
ingly incorrect reporting merely providéise poten-
tial for varying degrees d@rror inemploymentata.
For example, if a PPF uses a "check count" method
and employees always receival wages (bonuses,
vertime, etc.) on one check, the count is correct.
"he "worst" errors in record-keeping practicesn-
tain themostpotential for measurement mr. The
actual extent of the error depends upon many factors,
including individual record-keeping practices, client
eed forthe data, State tax laws, Federal laws,
and knowledge of the BLS definitions.
The questionnaire contained items askaiput
each of the three componentseshployment counts

émethod, timingandcontent). The "methodjues-

ion askedhow employees were countedd offered
these options: number of actieenployeespnumber

of employees inpersonnel data file, count of time

cards, count of checks, unduplicated count of indivi-
duals receiving checks, someother method. The
{iming guestion determined the time period the
employment count represented, e.gurrent pay
period, a specifidlay during the monthcumulative
for the quarter, and so forth. Tlentent question
looked specifically awwhether groups oémployees
were included or excluded frorthe employment
count. If the respondentould not answer the
guestion, the interviewer recorded "dokhow,"
noting cases wher¢he respondentolunteeredthat

The resultsfor each ofthe componentsvere
analyzed separately fthe PPFsand thePSDs to see



the impact each group has employment counts.
For the PPFs,the predominant finding is that 95

percent of theemployment reported is determined errors which are consistemver time.

with the correct methotbr countingemployees. In
addition, both the correct methaghd timing are
used for 64 percent dhe employment reported by
PPFs. Results fahe PSDs suggeghat 37percent
of the firmsusethe correct method. As explained

with the counfor one dayduring the month and the
end of the quarter count, showdbduce fairly small
The two
cumulative counts, cumulative fononth and any
time in quarter/cumulative fogquarter,would over-
state actual employment to some degree.
Two-thirds of employment reported by PPFs (66
, percent) is reported using thay period othe 12th.

the distribution of the correct method could be muchncluding the 1 percenthat use the current pay

higher since actual error is a function of the structu
and content of client record-keepingystems. For
PSDs, 9 percent utiliz¢he correct timereference

rgeriod brings the total to 67 percent.

period. Keeping immind the built-inflexibility of
commercial payroll software, a combined 60 perce
useeither the currenpay period, or leavehe choice
up to the client. These two responses could very w

reflectthe correctiming for the employment count,

if used correctly by the client.

2. Payroll Processing Firms

Method.The correct methotbr the employment

count is an unduplicated count ofmployees

receiving pay. Othe PPFs responding tthe ques-

tion, 47 percentuse this method.Results for all

methods are given iMable 3. While the other

Table 4. PPF Employment Count Timing
Percent| Percent of
nt Timing of Employment
PPFs Reported by
ell PPFs
Pay Period Including the 12th 31 66
Current Pay Period 2y il
As of Any Day in the Month 9 1
Cumulative for the Month 5 (
Any Time During the Quarte 2 D
End of the Quarter 9 L
Unknown@ 14 31
Other 3 0
Total 100 100

methods do not adhere to the exBtS definition,

they should be fairly consistent ovéme. These
methods might overstate actual employmense
seasonality effects, or even be correct if they result
an unduplicated count of employees.

Nearly 95 percent of employment reported by

PPFs is reportedising the correct method.This
suggestghat the largeiPPFs counemployees in a
way that is consistent with the BLS definition.

Table 3. PPF Employment Count Method

Percent| Percent of
Method of PPFs| Employment
Reported by
PPFs
Undup Count Employees a7 95
Active Employees 12 @
Number of Checks 19 2
Nr. Employee Records 8 il
Number of Time Cards 2 D
Don't Know 9 1
Other 3 1
Total 100 100

Timing The correctiming for the "all employ-
ment" count is thepay periodincluding the 12th of
the month. Thirty-one percent of tR€Fs usethis
reference period. Results faall timing options
appear in Table 4. As not@deviously,the fact that
somefirms’ responses do not adheraghlie BLS defi-
nition doesnot necessarilynean thatthose firms
produce incorrect counts.The currentpay period
will produce correct counts the report iscompleted
for the pay period ofthe 12th. This count, along

2 Includes timing up to the client
" Content The content component of the BLS
employment definition ishe leastikely to affect the
employment count. Overall, 24 percenttioé PPFs
performall eight aspects othe contentcomponent
correctly. Ifthe responses "don't know" (DK) and
"up to the client(UC) areconsidered as potentially
correct, an additional 24 percent of fAEFs include
and exclude all categories of employees correctly.

Approximately 54 percent of employmenbv-
ered by PPFs is reportagsing all contentgroups
correctly. Ifthe responses Dkand UC arerecog-
nized as potentially correct, an additional 10 percent
of employment is reported using the correct content.

To measure the content efmployeecounts, the
guestionnaire listed eight separate groups or situa-
tions. Respondents indicated whetliee employ-
ment countsthey produced included or excluded
employees in each group or situation.

3. Payroll Software Developers

Method. Of the PSDs responding tthis ques-
tion, 37 percenbasedthe count on an unduplicated
count ofemployeeseceiving checks. Results for all
methods appear in Table 5. While the other methods
do not adhere to our exact definitidghgy should be
fairly consistent overtime. Again, these methods
might overstate actual employmeiibse seasonality
effects or even beorrect if they actually result in an
unduplicated count of employees.

Timing Results for all timing options appear in
Table 6. An estimated 9 percent of PSDs use the pay
period including the 12th of the month as the time




Table 5. PSD Employment Count Method

Method Percent o
PSDs
Unduplicated Count of Employees 37
Active Employees 28
Number of Checks @
Number of Employee Records 18
Number of Time Cards 1
Don't Know 0
Other 10
Total 100
reference period for countingmployees. Aarger

percentage of PSDs (26 percent) tise current pay
period agtheir timing option. This igorrect if the
report is prepared fothe pay periodincluding the

and the comparable portion for four different
employee groups was about a third of PSDs.

V. Discussion

BLS statistical programthatdepend oremploy-
ment counts increasingly obtain information pro-
duced by or in conjunction with standardized payroll
software. The software is produced by two compo-
nents of thepayroll processing industry, PPFs and
PSDs. Deviations froBLS employmentount defi-
nitions built into in thissoftwarecan have aotice-
able effect on reported employment data.

BLS conducted a RAS of firms in the payroll pro-
cessing industry to assets® industry'semployment
coverageand toevaluate measurement error in data
produced byhe industry. Surveyresults showthat,
overall, PPFsand PSDs prepare employment counts
consistent with théBLS definition of employment.

12th of the month. As stated earlier, this count, many caseghe correcemployeewill be counted
along with the one day during the month and the endegardiess of deviations from those definitions.

of the quarter count, shouldroduce fairly small
errors which are consistent over time.

Another large group dPSDs (31 percentgaves
the timingaspect up tdahe client, whichmay also
lead to correct results if the cliekhows what pay
period to choose.All three cumulative counts tend
to overstate actual employment.

Table 6. PSD Employment Count Timing

Timing Percent of
PSDs
Pay Period Including the 12th 9
Current Pay Period 26
As of Any Day in the Month 2
Cumulative for the Month q
Any Time During the Quarter B
End of the Quarter 1
Cumulative for the Year 1
Up to the Client 31
Don't Know 14
Other 7
Total 100

Also, content "errorsthay reflect extremelyare sit-
uations (e.g., strikes) or\aery small percentage of
employeege.g., on leave without payand areoften
subject tointerpretation by the client osoftware
user.

Where measurement error does exist, the effect of
it depends greatly on the number employees
covered bythe PPF orthe software product.Based
on the percent oémployment covered by PPFs, 95
percent ofemployment countsare derived using the
correct method, 66 percent arased orthe correct
timing, and 54percent useall 8 content itemgro-
perly. Comparable percentages of employment for
software firm products are not available, ipart
because of user-specified options in the software.

In sum, thepayroll processing industrigas the
potential to introduce measurement error into BLS
employment countlata. These errors arelatively
minimal for clients of payroll processing firms, and
may be somewhatgreater for employers who
purchase commercial payroll software products to
generate theipayrolls. In both cases, improvements
and corrections argossible. The BLS has estab-
lished direct contact with members thfe industry

Content An estimated 26 percent of PSDs handlethat provide incorrect employment courasid will

each of the eight contengsues correctly. If all
responses of "don't know" (DKand "up to the
client"” (UC) are interpreted as being correct, an
additional 25 percent of thBSDs may count the
appropriate categories of employees.

One big difference between PP&sdPSDs is the
number of content itemthat PSDs leave tohe user
to implement, or about which respondehizd no
information. Onlytwo PPFcontent items werdeft
up to the client (or the respondent didaibw how
an itemwas treated) mor¢han 1Opercent of the
time. This contrasts witfPSDs, wherghe smallest
percentage of firms leaving the decision to include o
exclude a group up to the user was 15 percent,

encourage these firms tmodify their reporting
practices in accordance with BLS definitions.
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